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APPENDIX I

RECOMMENDATIONS MADE TO THE MINNESOTA STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
BY THE MINNESOTA ASSOCIATION OF DEAF CITIZENS' TASK FORCE

ON THE PRESIDENT'S COMMISSION ON EDUCATION OF THE DEAF (COED)

Presented to the State Board of Education on January 19, 1989

(The following are recommendations made to the State Board of
Education on January 19, 1989, concerning education of deaf and
hard of hearing children. They were made on behalf of the
Minnesota Association of Deaf citizens Task Force on COED.
Recommendations and the National Association of the Deaf
Educational Task Force. The MSAD COED Task Force represents
340,000 hearing impaired people and 4,500 hearing impaired children
in the State of Minnesota. They represented the needs of the
hearing impaired children as a group of deaf consumers who are very
much concerned about the findings in "TOWARD EQUALITY: Education
of the Deaf, A Report to the President and the Congress of the
United States by the Commission on Education of the Deaf,"
pUblished February 1988.) (To be consistent to the report cited
above, the term Deaf is used to refer to all persons with hearing
impairments, including those who are hard of hearing, those
deafened later in life, those who are profoundly deaf, etc.)

ISSUE: PUBLIC LAW 94-142

"The provision of Public Law 94-142 called Least Restrictive
Environment (LRE) mandates that handicapped children have the
opportunity to be educated with non-handicapped children. We agree
with this premise. However, the COED Task Force has discovered
that school districts and state departments of education, with
guidelines from the Federal Office of Special Education, have
already interpreted this to mean that the least restrictive
environment that promotes education of regular and handicapped
children WILL BE the facility closest to home, and in some cases
WILL BE the regular classroom. Any other placements that are not in
keeping with the "geographic consideration" are "more restrictive"
placements. The specific academic needs of the child are to be
safeguarded by the Individualized Education Plan (IEP)
team... however, if it has already been decided that the school
closest to home, and/or the regular classroom, is the least
restrictive environment ... then the "least restrictive placement" is
driving the IEP instead of the IEP driving the placement."
(IMPACT-HI, Independently Merging Parents Associations of
California - Together for the Hearing Impaired.)

PROBLEMS:

* The interpretation of Public Law 94-142 in Minnesota does not
meet the intent of the Law as it is presently being
implemented.
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* Minnesota statute 120.17 (4) should be abolished or amended
to reflect the special needs of deaf and hard of hearing
students.

* The "Cascade" model of educational placement is a faulty
concept for deaf and hard of hearing students and is
corrupted and prejudiced from the outset. When put into
practice the result is a "failure" model.

* Individualized education plans are frequently developed
without an expert on deafness and/or a professional from the
field of deaf education serving on the IEP MUltidisciplinary
team (M-team). Parents all too frequently feel intimidated
by the "professionals" on the M-team and yield to their
combined "wisdom." Unfortunately, speech and hearing
therapists and aUdiologists are not professionals in
deafness, they are only familiar with the medical side of
deafness and not the cUlture, education, curriculum, etc.

* There are no experts on deafness designated to monitor the
IEP of "mainstreamed" deaf and hard of hearing children.

* A wide range of support services are usually not
incorporated into the IEP of students placed in mainstreamed
programs.

* Quality education for deaf and hard of hearing students is
measured by programmatic components rather than student
outcomes.

* There are no standards for educational interpreters.

Cases in point:

A program is set up for a five-year-old hearing impaired child in
a rural school district with an uncertified interpreter with
inadequate signing skills and the child does not have language
skills to comprehend the interpreting being conducted. (Who is
monitoring such placement?)

The landmark Rawley court decision enabled a school district to
refuse interpreter services because the student had "passing
grades." In other words, she had to fail her courses before she
could obtain interpreter services.

School districts "always" say that parents' rights are fully
considered in IEP meetings/decisions. It does not always happen
that way--perhaps because school districts do not want to lose
their "funds," quota, or disseminate school funds to another
district. In other words it may be cost efficient and
administratively convenient to keep the hearing impaired child
within their school districts. Parents' views and considerations
are often quelled or one-sided when it comes to a vote. It is
usually not in the best interest of the parents/family but of the
school district itself.
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A suburban hearing impaired child, who has been removed from a
special program to be placed in a regular classroom setting with
hearing peers, announces that because of this placement he or she
will become a hearing person someday.

RECOMMENDATION 1: The Department of Education should develop a
statewide high-risk hearing-screening program and provide
guidelines in implementing such procedures for each live birth. The
guidelines should include the use of high-risk criteria and should
delineate subsequent follow-up procedures for infants and young
children considered to be at-risk for hearing impairments.
Follow-up procedures must include the provision of visual access to
language for the hearing impaired youngsters at the ages of 0 to 3.

Language acquisition remains the biggest problem for the hearing
impaired population and the critical stage of language development
lies in the time line between birth and the age of 3.

RECOMMENDATION 2: The Department of Education should, under Public
Law 94-142, emphasize "free and appropriate public education" in a
"most appropriate placement" rather than "least restrictive
environment" as it now does. Placement options should be (in no
particular order):

* Residential school
* Special day school
* Day classes
* Resource rooms
* Mainstream settings (regular classroom)
* Hospital settings
* Horne instruction.

The least restrictive environment should be that environment which
will enable each child to reach his/her potential academically,
socially, and emotionally in an environment free from communication
barriers. communication accessibility must be of paramount
importance when making placement decisions.

"APPROPRIATE"

"'Appropriate' meant appropriate. Proper. Right for our children.
What could be plainer? The law promised our children an
appropriate education, geared to their individual needs. To us,
that was the end of the matter. The law promised. The law would
provide.

"Or so we thought.

"We found that 'appropriate' meant, at best, "adequate, I 'good
enough.' Not too costly, and not too troublesome. We found that,
for our children who could not hear, 'appropriate' meant placement
in a classroom with children who could hear. 'Appropriate' meant a
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few hours a day with a teacher minimally qualified to teach deaf
children. 'Appropriate' meant depending on a poorly qualified sign
language interpreter six hours a day. 'Appropriate' meant being
the only kid in the class with your very own grown-up hanging on
your heels all day long.

"'Appropriate' meant spending six or eight years of your life in a
classroom with all the same kids, and often the same teacher.
'Appropriate' meant being a special kid in a special class down the
hall, and away from the 'normal' kids.

"'Appropriate' meant growing up not knowing that you were a part of
a community of deaf people. Growing up thinking that upon
graduation you would somehow become hearing--after all, you'd never
seen a deaf adult. 'Appropriate' meant being embarrassed at your
voice, your oversized 'body aids,' and the 'strangeness' of your
signs. 'Appropriate' meant denying every aspect of your identity
that set you apart, and striving with all your might to look,
sound, and be just like a 'normal kid.'

"'Appropriate' meant not expecting too much. Not having
responsibilities. Not trying the things that teachers 'knew' deaf
kids couldn't do. Not making waves. Not disrupting the system.
In short, we found that appropriate meant letting our kids in the
schoolhouse door. But not assuring they learned ANYTHING once
inside." (M. Cassidy and s. Harvey, statement, March 17, 1987)

RECOMMENDATION 3: The Department of Education should provide
guidelines and technical assistance to local educational agencies
and parents to ensure that an individualized education program
(IEP) for a child who is deaf relates directly to the academic.
social, emotional. and communication needs of the TOTAL child.
Further, it is recommended that at a minimum the following needs
and factors be addressed and dealt with in the IEP process:

a) communicative needs and the preferred mode of
communication

b) linguistic needs
c) severity of hearing loss and the potential for using

residual hearing
d) the child's academic level and style of learning
e) social needs
f) placement preference
g) emotional needs
h) individual motivation
i) CUltural needs
j) family support
k) learning style
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"LEARNING STYLE"

List includes but is not limited to:

a) how long can a child be visually attentive to a speaker?
b) how long can a child sit in a chair/desk without

fidgeting?
c) can the child ignore extraneous distraction?
d) can the child have access to essential information and

make clarification to details?
e) is the child physically able to focus on the interpreter,

be attentive to teacher, watch classmates, read
simUltaneously?

f) does the child have good peripheral vision to see the
interpreter end/begin/pause, etc?

g) what is the child's command of the English language?
h) does the child communicate primarily in English, ASL or

PSE?

RECOMMENDATION 4: The Department of Education should install the
placement alternative model for special education in place of the
Cascade Model.

(The student is placed in the middle of a circle, "Student's
Special Education and Related Services." There are eight program
options: Hospital Instruction, Itinerant Instruction, Special
Class, Regular Class, Institutional Instruction, Special Schools,
Resource Rooms and Home Instruction.)

RECOMMENDATION 5: The Department of Education should issue a policy
statement requiring that school personnel inform parents of all
options in the continuum of alternative placements during each
individualized education program (IEP) conference.

Too often parents are not informed of all options available to them
to consider placement to meet the needs of their child. The local
school districts are not obliged to inform them of any other
choices and too often the parents do not know of any other options
available for their children. They must be informed of all.

The parents' choice of alternative placement should be given HIGH
priority.

RECOMMENDATION 6: The Department of Education (Resource Center)
must monitor school districts to ensure that the evaluation and
assessment of children who are deaf be conducted by professionals
knowledgeable about their unique needs and be able to communicate
effectively in the child's primary mode of communication.
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The Department of Education must expand/add a mUltidisciplinary
(team) staff at the current Resource Center to serve all the school
districts in the state of Minnesota. The Department of Education
must secure the services of qualified deaf people to be on the
staff. The Resource Center must have additional qualified
psychologists, social workers. Guidelines must be developed so that
school districts statewide, including the metro area, must comply in
terms of appropriate assessments and evaluations.

RECOMMENDATION 7: The Department of Education must establish a
Quality Education of the Deaf Task Force which has at least 51% deaf
people/educators/parents on it.

The Task Force must be able to study/incorporate these requirements
if feasible into Minnesota state statutes:

* report on achievement levels of students in special education
programs and classes;

* provide guidance to school districts on improvements that can be
made in center schools and other programs serving large numbers
of students with disabilities;

* provide incentives to the districts to ensure that center schools
and other large programs supported by state and Federal funds
take appropriate and timely steps to meet minimum requirements;

* provide incentives to programs demonstrating better than average
language acquisition and other academic progress in students;

* provide motivation for programs to achieve critical mass, to
employ administrators and teachers with specialized training in
deafness, and professional support staff who meet the highest
level of the standards recommended by the council on Education of
the Deaf;

* provide a mechanism for rapid dissemination and national
pUblicity for programs demonstrating successful and innovative
solutions in these areas;

* establish performance standards that would be required for
further Federal assistance beyond a certain date; and

* develop evaluation procedures appropriate for deaf children in
the following areas:

1. School Achievement
2. Person-to-person communication
3. Social functioning
4. cognitive development
5. Writing skills.

Below are the recommendations found in the COED report which were
submitted to Congress. However, we can follow these guidelines and
proceed with our direction BEFORE Congress acts on them.

RECOMMENDATION 8: The Department of Education. in consultation with
consumers. professionals. and organizations. should provide policies
and procedures for the establishment and maintenance of standards to
ensure that interpreters in educational settings are adequately
prepared. trained. evaluated and supported.
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We understand that a quality assurance team is in process in
implementing pOlicies. However, we understand that it is monitored
by the Department of Education. We feel that the quality assurance
team would need more input or involvement from deaf professionals.
We believe that the Minnesota Foundation for Better Hearing and
Speech (MFBHS) is handling the quality assurance system survey (QAS)
of interpreters in this State.

We would hope for a report from the Department of Employment on a
regular basis on survey findings, policies, criteria, etc.

RECOMMENDATION 9: The Department of Education should reauire local
school districts to ensure that regular classroom teachers serving
students who are deaf in their classes receive the appropriate
technical assistance and training to meet the educational needs of
the deaf students.

Teachers in regular classrooms should have a background in deaf
education and if not, take classes to meet that criteria. For
example, special education teachers at day schools and center schools
are required to have a degree in deaf education in order to teach the
deaf.

Therefore, teachers in regular classrooms should be appropriately
certified to teach the deaf. The responsibility to teach deaf
children in regular classrooms often falls on the shoulders of
interpreters. If a deaf person wanted to teach deaf children, they
are required to obtain additional courses, i.e., deaf education. It
is ironic because hearing teachers do not have to take courses on
hearing education to teach hearing students, so therefore why should
they be exempt from deaf education courses to teach deaf children.

CONCLUSION

It is very important that the Board and the Department of Education
realize that this effort represents more than a single committee.
Hopefully you sense that this "committee" represents deaf citizens of
Minnesota and their national organizations.

It is important too that the committee is seen as a political
constituency. This effort is a first step toward continued self
advocacy and self determination.

A total of nine (9) recommendations are submitted for your
consideration. The recommendations are based upon sound educational
philosophies and practices and are supported by extensive research.
To accept anything less is to accept less than quality education
regardless of placement. Minnesota is not the only state facing this
issue, but Minnesota can be a forerunner in resolving this issue if
it begins now. The deaf community stands ready to roll up its
sleeves and stand side by side with educators and significant others
to provide a quality education program for deaf and hard of hearing
students.
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Above all, what we want is a regular dialogue with appropriate
Department of Education administrators. Right now we are
dissatisfied with our current communication channels.

The Department of Education has not sought input from deaf citizens
in the past and we do not see much improvement yet. We hope that
this is the stepping stone to improved relationships with department
officials in the future.

In closing, the ultimate goal is not to make a deaf person hearing,
nor to make a deaf person similar to a hearing person, but to educate
him or her to maximize his/her individual potential.

"NATURE CREATES DIFFERENCES--SOCIETY CREATES HANDICAPS"
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